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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In winters of D95 and 1996, The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) reintroduced 66 gray
wolves to central Idaho and Yellowstone National Park as part of efforts to restore endangered gray
wolf (Canis lupu} populations across the northern Rocky Mounstartes of Idhho, Montana, and
Wyoming. In April 2009, the USFWS removed (delisted) the northern Rocky Mountain distinct
population segment of gray wolves from the protections of the Endangered Species Act across Idaho
and Montana, returning wolf management autharittethose states. Although this delisting decision
has been challenged, wolves remained off the Endangered Species List throughout 2009.

The State of Idaho and Nez Perce Tribe (NPT) work cooperatively to recover and conserve wolves in
Idaho through a Maorandum of Understanding signed in 2005. In 2008, the Idaho Fish and Game
(IDFG) Commission adopted the Idaho Wolf Population Management Plan (Wolf Plan) which was
designed to guide the Idaho Department of Fish and Game in management of conflicts Wwetwesen

and human interests and aimed to stabilize the wolf population betwe&®@®@lves (Idaho

Department of Fish and Game 2008). The Wolf Plan guides wolf management direction fgedne 5
20082012 period. Following delisting, the Fish and Gaboenmission authorized the first Idaho wolf
hunt in 2009, and established a statewide harvest limit of 220 wolves. Members of the NPT were
provided an allocation of up to an additional 35 wolves in the Nez Perce Tribal Treaty Area.

This annual progresgport is a cooperative effort between the IDFG and the NPT, with contributions
from U.S. Department of Agriculture Wildlife Services, summarizing wolf activity and related
management in ldaho during 2009.

In Idaho, wolf packs ranged from the Canadiarder south to Interstate Highway 84, and from the

Washington and Oregon borders east to the Montana and Wyoming borders. Dispersing wolves were
occasionally reported in previously unoccupied areas. Sixteen previously unknown packs were

documented for thfirst time during 2009, but there was an overall net increase of only 6 documented
packs in the state. During 2009, 343 wolf obseryv
form.

Biologists documented 94 Idalpacksalive at the end of 2009The minimum yeagend population was
estimated aB35wolves (Appendix A). In addition, there were 20 documented border packs counted for
Montana, Wyoming, and Washington that established territories overlapping the Idaho state boundary and
likely spent sme time in Idaho. Of the 65 packs known to have reproduced, 49 packs qualified as
breeding pairs by the end of the year. These 65 reproductive packs produced a minimum of 204 pups.

Biologists confirmed the deaths of 275 wolves in Idaho during 200 thfrthose belonged to Montana

packs and were addressed in that statebds report (
accounted for 135 deaths (including 1 wolf from a
report) and agencyoatrol and legal landowner take in response to Vindistock depredation accounted

for 94 deaths (including 1 wolf from a Montana pa
Twenty wolf mortalities were attributed to other human causes (inclutéggl take; including 1 wolf

from a Montana pack that is reported in Montanaos
not be determined and were listed as unknown, and 2 wolves died of natural causes.

During the 2009 calendar year, 7&tte, 324 sheep, 13 dogs, and 1 goat were classified by WS as
confirmed wolf kills; 23 cattle, 118 sheep, 2 dogs, and 1 goat were considered probable wolf kills.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Wolf management in Idaho is a cooperative effort between the State of Maf, WS, and the
USFWS. We would | i ke to acknowledge and t han
Conservation director Nate Fisher, and his staff Dustin Miller for assistance and oversight. The
NPT6s Executive Committ ee ithbadrends pltodded supportPr ogr a
and input. Mark Collinge, George Graves, Todd Grirand allWS field personnel helped

resolve wolf depredations on livestock. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service personnel Ed Bangs, Jeff
Foss, Gary Burton, Robert Romero, ScabKsaScott Winkler, and Dirk Hoprovided support

and assistance in wolf management responsibilities. Cal Groen, Virgil Moore, Jim Unsworth,

Jeff Gould, Brad ComptgmandSteve Nadea(IDFG) provided support and input and numerous

strategy sessions. Would like to thank IDFG Regional Supervisors for assuming most of the
responsibility in making decisions on control actions in response to wolf depredations.

We would like to thankDFG personnel Jim HaydeBavid SpicerBryan Aber, Daryl Meints,
Michelle CommonsKemner Regan Berkley anflom Schrempp, for assuming additional
regional responsibilities. Carter Niemeyer worked for IDFG as a seasonal wolf biolBg§3.
Wildlife Research stafilathanBorg, Mark Hurley, Julie Mulholland, George Pauleyaig

White, and Pete Zager provided collaborative assistance both in the field and the office. Thanks
to Mike Keckler, Sue Nass, Ed Mitchell, Niels Nokkentved, Eric Stansbury, and Linn French
from the IDFG communications bureau; and Jon Heggen, IDFGoemf@nt bureau chief, for
oversight of field enforcement operatiorBtad Lowe, David Collins, Jennifer Struthers, Ben
Cadwallader, Lee Garwood, Tim Ferguson, Josh Royce, Greg Milner, Merritt Horsmon, Toni
Ruth, andVark Drew, provided additional fieldssstance and suppoandCrystal Christensen,
Lori Lyman, andConnie Thelandegprovided valuabledministrative assistance. We would also
like to thank Blaine County Commission for assistamteéhe Wood River Project.

We appreciate the field assistancéiofiogists Kari Holder and Shannon Kachel. Thanks are
also extended to; Katrina Chandler, NPT Wolf Recovery Project; Lacy Robinson, NPT Bighorn
Sheep Project; Isaac and Bjornen Babcock, Big Creek Films; Dave Renwald, Bureau of Indian
Affairs; Jim and Hdly Akenson, University of Idaho Taylor Ranch; Montana Fish, Wildlife and
Parks wolf staff; Dr. Mike Mitchell, David Ausband and their field crews (Adam Fahnestock,
Barbara Fannin, Allison Greenleaf, Quinn Harrison, Caitlin Jacobs, Teresa Loya, Luke
Rosentlal, Joel Ruprecht, Beth Wojcik), University of Montana Cooperative Wildlife Research
Unit. Clarence Binninger, NPT Wolf Recovery Program veterinarian, continues to assist with
wolf capture efforts.

We especially recognize the following for their excdilanation safety record: Mike Dorris,
Sawtooth Flying Service; Jon Blakely and Jonas Doherty, AV Cddése Parker, Northern

Air; John Romero, Owyhee Air; Joe Rimensberger, Osprey Aviation; Doug Gadwa and Joe
Myers, InterState Aviation; and Rick Swish (Quicksilver Aviatior). Cover photo byichael
Lucid/IDFG.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ... eeee ettt ettt e e e et e e e e e e aa s smen e e Ii
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ... et e e e e e e e e e e nnnmmmennnn s iii
LIST OF TABLES ... .ottt eree et e e e e smen e e e e e e Vil
LIST OF FIGURES . ... et e e e e e e e e s mmme e e e e e e nnnnnas X.
INTRODUGCTION ... .ttt e et mna e e e e e et e b e e e e e ese s ammmr b e e e e eeennneeas 1
STATEWIDE SUMMARY ...t ee et eame e e et e e e e e nann e e e ameeeeeeeenes S
WOIf POPUIALION SEATUS.......euiiiiiiiiiiiiiice e 5
Distribution, Reproduction, and Population Growth................ccooeeiieeeiiiiiiiiiiie e, 5.
1Y T =1 YT TTPPPOPPPPP 11
WOIf HArveSt SUMIMAIY.........cooiiiiiiiiiiiemme et er e e e e e e e e e e e e e amannas 13
Livestock and DOg MOIAlITIES. ........cooiiiiiiiiieeeee e e e e e e ean 14
RESEAICH. ...ttt emmr e 17
Statewide Elk and Mule Deer ECology StUdy...........cc.uuuuiiiiiimmmiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee e eeeeees 17
Developing Monitoing Protocols for the Lonterm Conservation and Management of
Gray WOoIVES iN [d8NQA.........oooiiii e e 17
Evaluation of Wolf Impacts on Cattle Productivity and Behaviar.......................cc..... 18
L@ 11 1= T o RO TPPPPPPPPPN, 18
PANHANDLE WOLF MANAGEMENT ZONE........ccoi i eeeee e 19
BACKGIOUNG. ... ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e 19
ManagemeNnt DIFECHION............uuiiiiicie e eeeer e e e e e e e e e e eeeer e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeaesnnneeeeeeees 19
MaNAGEMENT SUMIMIALY......eererrrrinniis s emeereerneea et e e e e e e e e e e emnes s s s e e e eeeeeeeeeeenessnssnnneeeeeeeees 19
PALOUSEHELLS CANYON WOLF MANAGEMENT ZONE......cccccooiiiiiiiii e, 23
BaACKGIOUNG. ... ...ttt e e e e e rmmr e e e e e e e e e 23
ManNagemMENDITECHION .........uii it eeee et e e e e eee e e e e e e e e e e eaa e e e saeneeeeeesnnn 24



MaNAgEMENT SUMIMELY. .....u i ieieeiii et ieeme et e e et eeaa e e e e emeeeaeeessa e e eeeeesan e eeaaaneeeeeennnn 24

DWORSHAK-ELK CITY WOLF MANAGEMENT ZONE.........ccooiiiii e 27
BACKGIOUNG. ... ..ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s 27
1Y =Yg EoTe T=T g aT=T 0 A DT = Tox (oo PP 27
MaNAGEMENT SUMIMIALY......cevrrrruuiniii s ameererrsei s e e e e e e e e e e e anaes s s s e e e e eeeeeteeeenesesssnnneeeeeeeees 27
LOLO WOLF MANAGEMENT ZONE..... ..t emmme e 31
BACKGIOUNG. ... ..ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s 31
1Y =Yg EoTe T=T g aT=T 0 A DT = Tox 1 oo PP 31
MaNAGEMENT SUMIMIALY......ceeeurruinniiis s eeeererrneea s e e e e e e e e e e e ameea s s s seeeeeeeeeeeeenensnssnnneeeeeeeees 31
SELWAY WOLF MANAGEMENT ZONE...... oot mmme e 34
BACKGIOUNG. ... ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s 34
ManagemMeENt DIFECHION...........uuiiiiiiee s e e e e e e e e e e eeeer e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeesessnnneaeeeeeees 34
MaNAGEMENT SUMIMIALY......eeeevrruiiniis s eeeererrnnea s s s e e e e e e e e e e e anaesaasnaeeeeeeeseeeeeesnsssnnneeeeeeeees 34
MCCALL-WEISER WOLF MANAGEMENT ZONE........ccooiiiiii e 38
2 Tod (o | (0] 01 o T AT PPPPPPPPPP 38
ManagemMeNt DIFECHION...........uuuiiiiiee e e e e e e e e e e eeeer e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeesaesnnneeeeeeeees 38
MaNAGEMENT SUMIMIALY......eeevrrruinniis s emeeresrnsia s e e e e e e e e e e e s ammes s s s e e e eeeeeeseeeenessnssnnneeeeeeenes 38
MIDDLE FORK WOLF MANAGEMENT ZONE........cccoiiiiiiiie e A2
BACKGIOUNG. ... ...ttt e e e rmmme e e e e e e e e e 42
ManagemMeENt DIFECHION...........uuiiiiiiee e ceee e e e e e e e e e e e eeeer e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeessesnnneaeeeeeess 42
MaNAGEMENT SUMIMIALY......eeeerrruinniis s emeererrsnia s e e e e e e e e e e e e ammes s s s e e e eeeeeeereeenessessnnneeeeeeeess 42
SAWTOOTH WOLF MANAGEMENT ZONE ...t 46
7 Tod (0 | (0] 01T AT PP PUPPPPPPPPPP P 46
ManNagemMeENt DIFECHON........cciiiiiiiii e e e e ee e e e e e e e e e aneeeeeeeeeand 46
MaNAGEMENT SUMIMIALY......eeeeurruinnins s ameereerniea s s e e e e e e e e e e e ammesasaseeeeeeeeseeeeeessnssnnneeeeeeeess 46



SOUTHERN IDAHO WOLF MANAGEMENT ZONE.........cuuiiiiiiiiie e 49

BACKOIOUNG.... ..o e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s ameeaaseeeaaeaeaaeeeeeenrnnnes 49
ManNagEMENT DIrECHION. ... ittt eeee bbbt eeeenr et e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e s ammreeeeeeesd 49
MaNAGEMENT SUMIMIELY. ... ciiiiie ettt ceeee et e et e e et e e mmmr e e e e e e et e e e et s annneseenn s 49
UPPER SNAKE WOLF MANAGEMENT ZONE........oui e 52
BACKOIOUNG.... ..o errt e s s e e e e e e e e e e e e s ameesaseeeaeeaeaaaeessensnnnes 52
ManNagEMENTt DIrECHION. .. ..ottt eeee bbbt eeens e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e ammreeeeeeeas 53
MaNAGEMENT SUMIMALY. ... iiiiiie ettt reeee et e et e et e e e s s e e et e e e eb e e e et s annneseean s 53
SOUTHERN MOUNTAINS WOLF MANAGEMENT ZONE........cccccooiiiiiiiiii e, 56
BACKOIOUNG.... ..ot e e e erenr e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e sameeaasseeaeaeaaaeeeesensnnnes 56
ManNagEMENT DIr€CHION. . ...ttt ireee bbb eees e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e smmeeeeeeeeas 56
MaNAGEMENT SUMIMALY. ... cieiiiieiie et reeee ettt e et e et e e s mmmr e et e e e et e e e et e annnesernn s 57
SALMON WOLF MANAGEMENT ZONE..... oot 60
BACKOIOUNG.... ..ot e e e e e erenr e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e saeeesasaeeaeeeaaaeeessensennes a0
ManNagemMENT DIr€CHION. .......oiiiiiiiiiitteereee bbbt eeenr e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s smmreeeeeees 60
MaNAGEMENT SUMIMALY. ... iiiiiieeii et reeee et e e e e e et e e e emmar e e et e e e es e e e et e annneeesnneeas 61
LITERATURE CITED....uii ittt e et e e e e et mmmeesea e e 65
AP P END DX A ettt e et enene e et e aa e e e e e nn s 66
APPENDIX Bttt e ettt e e s 67

Vi



LIST OF TABLES

Table 1. Number of wolves detected, documented packs, and other documented wolf groups;
pack reproductive status, documented mortalitgdnyse, known dispersal, and monitoring
status; and woltaused livestock depredations within Idaho Wolf Management Zones,. 20D9.

Table 2. Age and sex composition of wolves harvested in.2009..............cccevvveeeeeeeenen. 14

Table 3. End of year summary of minimum number of wolves detected, reproductive status,
dispersal, and monitoring status for documented and suspected wolf packs and other
documented wolf groups within the Panhandle Wolf Management Zone, .2009............. 22

Table 4. End of year summary of documented wolf mortality andeanled livestock
depredations by Game Management Unit (GMU) within the Panhandle Wolf Management
ZONE, 20009... . e e e e e e e e et ee e a—a e e e e e er e e e eennnnns 23

Table 5. End of year sunary of minimum number of wolves detected, reproductive status,
dispersal, and monitoring status for documented and suspected wolf packs and other
documented wolf groups within the Palou$ells Canyon Wolf Management Zone, 2009.26

Table 6. End of year summary of documented wolf mortality andeanléed livestock
depredations by Game Management Unit (GMU) within the Palbleie Canyon Wolf
Management ZONE, 2000.........couuuiiiiiiii e ar e —————————_—- 26

Table 7. End of year summaoy minimum number of wolves detected, reproductive status,
dispersal, and monitoring status for documented and suspected wolf packs and other
documented wolf groups within the Dworshkak City Wolf Management Zone, 2009.......30

Table 8. End of year summary of documented wolf mortality and-eanled livestock
depredations by Game Management Unit (GMU) within the DworgtlalCity Wolf
Management ZONE, 2000.........couuuiiiiiiie et err—— et ———————— 30

Table 9. End of year summary of miim number of wolves detected, reproductive status,
dispersal, and monitoring status for documented and suspected wolf packs and other
documented wolf groups within the Lolo Wolf Management Zone, 20009..............cccc...... 33

Table 10. End of yemummary of documented wolf mortality and woldused livestock
depredations by Game Management Unit (GMU) within the Lolo Wolf Management Zone,

Table 11. End of year summary of minimum number of wolves detecteddusive
status, dispersal, and monitoring status for documented and suspected wolf packs and other
documented wolf groups within the Selway Wolf Management Zone, 2009.................... 37

Table 12. End of year summary of documented wolftatity and wolfcaused livestock

depredations by Game Management Unit (GMU) within the Selway Wolf Management
ZONE, 20000, . ettt ————— et et ——————t et e e et e e et e annns 37

vii



Table 13. End of year summary of minimum number of wolves detected, reproductive
status, dispersaind monitoring status for documented and suspected wolf packs and other
documented wolf groups within the McCalleiser Wolf Management Zone, 20009............ 41

Table 14. End of year summary of documented wolf mortality andeeni$edivestock
depredations by Game Management Unit (GMU) within the Me@aiser Wolf
Management ZONE, 2000.........couuuiiiiiiie et ———————— 42

Table 15. End of year summary of minimum number of wolves detected, reproductive
status, dispersal, and monitorisigitus for documented and suspected wolf packs and other
documented wolf groups within the Middle Fork Wolf Management Zone, 20009............ 45

Table 16. End of year summary of documented wolf mortality andeani$ed livestock
depreations by Game Management Unit (GMU) within the Middle Fork Wolf Management
ZONE, 20009... . e e e e e e e e e et ee e — e e e eeer e e e eennmnns 45

Table 17. End of year summary of minimum number of wolves detected, reproductive
status, dispersal, and monitoring status for docuedeand suspected wolf packs and other
documented wolf groups within the Sawtooth Wolf Management Zone, 20009................48

Table 18. End of year summary of documented wolf mortality andeani$ed livestock
depredations by Game Managam Unit (GMU) within the Sawtooth Wolf Management
ZONE, 20009... . it e e e e e e e e e e e a—a e et eeer e e e e eennannns 49

Table 19. End of year summary of minimum number of wolves detected, reproductive
status, dispersal, and monitoring status for documented and suspected kstmmhother
documented wolf groups within the Southern Idaho Wolf Management Zone,.2009......51

Table 20. End of year summary of documented wolf mortality andeani$ed livestock
depredations by Game Management Unit (GMU) iwithe Southern Idaho Wolf
Management ZONE, 2000.........couuuiiiiiiie et ————————— 52

Table 21. End of year summary of minimum number of wolves detected, reproductive
status, dispersal, and monitoring status for documented and suspected wolf packs and other
documented wolf groups within the Upper Snake Wolf Management Zone,.2009.......... 55

Table 22. End of year summary of documented wolf mortality andeani$ed livestock
depredations by Game Management Unit (GMU) within the UppéteSinlf Management
ZONE, 20009... . e e et et e e et ee e e — e e e e ee e b e e e eennmnns 56

Table 23. End of year summary of minimum number of wolves detected, reproductive
status, dispersal, and monitoring status for documented and suspected wolf packs and other
documented wolf gnaps within the Southern Mountains Wolf Management Zone, 2009..59

Table 24. End of year summary of documented wolf mortality andeaai$ed livestock
depredations by Game Management Unit (GMU) within the Southern Mountaiifis Wo
Management ZONE, 2000.........couuuiiiiiiiii i err—— et ———————— 60

viii



Table 25. End of year summary of minimum number of wolves detected, reproductive
status, dispersal, and monitoring status for documented and suspected wolf packs and other
documented wolf groupsithin the Salmon Wolf Management Zone, 2009...................... 63

Table 26. End of year summary of documented wolf mortality andeaoi$ed livestock
depredations by Game Management Unit (GMU) within the Salmon Wolf Management
ZONE, 20009... . e e e e e et e e e — e e e e e er e e e een s mnns 64



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1. Recovery areas established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to restore gray
wolf populations in the northern Rocky Mountaofddaho, Montana, and Wyoming........... 2

Figure 2. Northern Rocky Mountain gray wolf Distinct Population Segment (DPS)

boundaries established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Semi2809..................cceevvvvvvieeennnnn. 3
Figure 3. Idaho WoOIManagement ZONES..........uuviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee e eeee e 4
Figure 4. Estimated number of wolves in Idaho, 22069...............cceeeeiiiiiiceeiiiin e 6.
Figure 5. Number of documented wolf packs and breeding pairs in Idahe2@095............7
Figure 6. Distribution of documenteddsuspected wolf packs, other documented groups,
and public wolf reports in [daho, 2009............oeiiiiiiiiiiieee e 8.
Figure 7. Cause specific mortality of 46 radiocollared wolves that died arious causes

(o U1 g T B2 010 1 TP PO PO POPPPPPPPPPP 11
Figure 8. Monthly survivorship probabilities for wolves in Idaho, 2009........................... 13

Figure 9. Number of confirmed and probable cattle depredations in Idaho attributed to
wolves and number of wolves lethally controlled by Wolf Mggraent Zone, 2009............. 15

Figure 10. Number of confirmed and probable sheep depredations in Idaho attributed to
wolves and number of wolves lethally controlled by Wolf Management Zone, .2009......16

Figure 11. Distribution of documented and suspected wolf packs, other documented groups,
and public wolf reports in the Panhandle Wolf Management Zone, 20009...............c....... 21

Figure 12. Distribution of documented and suspected wolf packs,dibemented groups,
and public wolf reports in the Paloubiells Canyon Wolf Management Zone, 20009.......... 25

Figure 13. Distribution of documented and suspected wolf packs, other documented groups,
and public wolf reports in theMlorshakElk City Wolf Management Zone, 2009................ 29

Figure 14. Distribution of documented and suspected wolf packs, other documented groups,
and public wolf reports in the Lolo Wolf Management Zone, 2009...............cccevvvieeeeeen.e. 32

Figure 15. Distribution of documented and suspected wolf packs, other documented groups,
and public wolf reports in the Selway Wolf Management Zone, 2009...................cooeeee... 36

Figure 16. Distribution of documented and suspected paaks, other documented groups,
and public wolf reports in the McCalVeiser Wolf Management Zone, 20009.....................40

Figure 17. Distribution of documented and suspected wolf packs, other documented groups,
and public wolf reports irhe Middle Fork Wolf Management Zone, 2009......................... 44



Figure 18. Distribution of documented and suspected wolf packs, other documented groups,
and public wolf reports in the Sawtooth Wolf Management Zone, 2009....................ueee. a7

Figure 19. Distribution of documented and suspected wolf packs, other documented groups,
and public wolf reports in the Southern Idaho Wolf Management Zone, 2000................ 50

Figure 20. Distribution of documented and su$pe wolf packs, other documented groups,
and public wolf reports in the Upper Snake Wolf Management Zone, 2009.................... 54

Figure 21. Distribution of documented and suspected wolf packs, other documented groups,
and public wolf repds in the Southern Mountains Wolf Management Zone, 20009.......... 58

Figure 22. Distribution of documented and suspected wolf packs, other documented groups,
and public wolf reports in the Salmon Wolf Management Zone, 2009.................ccevveeen... 62

Xi



INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) establisBegcovery areas (Northwest Montana,

Central Idaho, and the Greater Yellowstone Area) to recover endamgayedolf (Canis lupuy

populations across the northdRocky Mountain (NRM¥tates of Idaho, Montana, and

Wyoming Figure ). Sixty-six wolves were released in central 1dgB6 wolves) and
Yellowstone National ParBlwol ves) during winters of 1995 ar
recovery effort. Wolf nuriers across the NRM increased each year since reintroductions and
USFWSestablishedbiologicalrecovery goals were met in Idaho and Montan2002

In May 2009, the USFWS removed (delisted) MigM gray wolf from the protections of the
Endangered Speddct in Idaho and Montanandreturredwolf management authorities to

those states. The delisting decision established a Distinct Population SdgR®nwithin

which wolves would be delisteéigure 3. The DPS included all of Montana and Idaho, easte
portions of Oregon and Washington, and a small portion of northern Utah. The DPS excluded
Wyoming where wolves remain listed as endangered undemntiengeredpeciesAct.

A lawsuit was filed in Federal District Court in Missoula (9th Circuit) bypaliton of 13
environmental and animals rights groupgdune Another separate lawsuit challenging the

USFWS delisting criteria was filed in the 9th Circuit by the Greater Yellowstone Coalition.

Those 2 casesereconsolidated in the Missoula DistricbGrt. Their complaint alleges the

NRM wolf population is not recovered and that the delisting violates the Endangered Species Act
for many legal reasons, including that delisting cannot occur without an adequate Wyoming
regulatory framework in placé request for preliminary injunction was filed by the coalition of

13 environmental and animal rights groups requesting that proposed wolf hunts be stopped and
that wolves in Montana and Idaho be placed back on the Endangered Species list while the court
decices the case withinthe nextyeairu d ge Mol | oy deni ed the Pl aint
injunction on grounds that the Plaintiffs failed to show a likelihood of irreparable harm to the

wolf population.However, Judge Molloy indicated the Plaintiffsnttenstrated a likelihood of

success on the merits of their lawsiitte Judge stated concerns with leaving a portion of the
Northern Rockies Distinct Population Segment still listed (i.e., state of Wyoriifigden

briefings by all parties were completeg January 28, 2010. A hearing date for oral arguments

had not been set by mkkebruary, but is expected in spring 20Réndingthe court ruling,

wolves in Idaho remained delisted through 2009.

The State of Idaho (Idaho Department of Fish and Game3)@Rd Nez Perce Tribe (NPT)
work cooperatively to recover and conserve wolves in Idaho through a Memorandum of
Understanding signed in 2005.

In 2008, in preparation for delisting, IDFG prepared and the IDFG Commission authorized the
Idaho Wolf PopulatiotManagement Plan (Wolf Plan) which was designed to manage conflicts
between wolves anduman interests and aimed to stabilize the wolf population between 2005
and 2007 (500700 wolves) levels (Idaho Department of Fish and Game 200&.Wolf Plan
estabished 12Nolf Management ZoneZ ne), referred to as Data Analysis Units in the Wolf
Plan,and guides wolf management direction within thoseesfor 20082012 Figure 3. This
reportadopts the term Zone rather than Data Analysis Unit as used inGBa&AAGIf

Conservation and Management in Idaho Progress Report.



The Wolf Plan also provided guidelines for wolf harvest opportunities. Following wolf delisting,
the IDFG Commission authorized the first Idaho wolf harvest in 2009. Wolf harvest was
regulated byZonewith general harvest seasangially running from September through
December; seasons were extended through March 2010 by the Commission at their November
meeting for those Zones where the harvest limits had not already beeA statevide harvest

limit of 220 wolves was established for sport hunters withdatitional 35 wolves reserved for
treaty hunters.

This annual report summarizes wolf population status information and management activities
carried out during 2009. It is orgae@ byZone. This report fulfills annual USFWS
requirements summarizing and report wolf status and management activities in Idaho.
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listed) from the protections of the Endangered Species Act in 2009.
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management zones with similarity in wolf populatiprey base, and current or potential conflicts with livestock

and ungulates. WIf ManagemenZones were designed to implement monitoring and management under the State
Wolf Population Management Plan (2008).



STATEWIDE SUMMARY

Idaho has a diverse lara#gpe containing large expanses of high quality wolf habitat. Central
Idaho includes 3 contiguous Wilderness Areas; the SeBitsgrroot, Frank Church Rivesf-
No-Return, and Gospel Hump encompagsimost 4 million acres (1.6 million ha), which
representhe largest block of federaligesignatedvilderness in the lower 48 state®utside of
Wilderness Areas, land ownership and human use patterns result in varying levels of potential
human conflict with wolvesSouthern Idaho includes the vast SnakesRRiain, which is
predominatt y pri vate agricultural | and anThreal so co
major mountain chains and 2 large river systems help blend these very different landscapes
together, many of which are managed for multigesuA moisture gradient also influences
habitats of both wolves and their prey, with maritime climates in the north supporting western
red cedarThuja plicatg-western hemlockIisuga heterophyllavegetation typesransitioring

into continental climate of Dougladir (Pseudotsuga menziesénd ponderosa pinifus
ponderosato the south Elevations vary from 1,500 feet (457 m) to just over 12,000 feet (3,657
m). Annual precipitation varies from less than 8 inches (20 centimeters) at lower elet@tion
almost 100 inches (254 centimeters) at upper elevations.

Wolf Population Status

The Idaho wolf population has expaatdn numbers and distribution since initial reintroductions
in 1995and 199G Figures 4, 5 and)6 By the end of 20084 documentd wolf packs(ldaho
resident and border packs) wepdant in Idaho, six more than were reported in 2008. The
minimum population estimate w885 (Appendix A).

Distribution, Reproduction, and Population Growth

Estimates of wolf numbers, pup productiand breeding pairgreconservative.Not all known

wolf packscould beadequately survesd. Wolves were well distributed across the state from the
Canadian border, south to the Snake River Plain, and from the Washington and Oregon borders
east to the Maiana and Wyoming borders (Figure 6). Of 8dedlocumented packzresentat

the end of 2009, territories of most were predominantly on U.S. Forest S&IEES) (public

lands. Sixteenpacks were newly documented in 2009; three each in the Mé@adler ad
Panhandl&ones, two each in the Sawtooth, Southern Mountains, and Upper %oake and

one each in the Dworshdik City, Middle Fork,Salmon and Selwayones. Two newly
documented packs may have stemmed from remnant members of older packs greviousl
documented in those areds.the Southern Mountains Zone, 1 newly documented pack was
eradicated in 2009, while anothgas determined to have been established prior to 200®&as
retroactively added as a documented pack in 200&1y newly documesed packs resulted

from increased monitoring effortgrimarily in the Panhandle and Upper Snakmes, due to

new research efforts (see Research) and increased field personnel efforts, respectively. Eight
packspreviously documentedere no longer consided extant by the end of the year

Of 94 documented packs, a minimumsakty-five produced litters (including 1 pack that was
subsequentlgliminated and49 packs qualified as breeding paif@able ). Fifteenpacks
reproduced but did not meet breeglipair criteria. A minimum o204 wolf pups was



documented in 2009. Documented litter sizes ranged Irérpups. Average minimum litter

size for those packs where counts were believed complet@q) was4.1 pups per litter. Wolf

pup counts were caervative estimates becawsmsmplete pup counts could not always be
obtainedand some documented packs were not survelyge@wise, the reported number of
breeding pairs was a minimum count as reproductive status of some surveyed packs was not
determinechnd28 documented packs were not surveyed for reproductive stawssurveyed
packs were believed to be nagproductive during 2009.

Based on the presence of multiple (>2) adults, 1 pack newly documented in 2009 was believed to
be extant during thprevious year and was retroactively added to the number of documented
packs for 2008. Based on this retroactively corrected pack count, the estimated wolf population

decrease®% between 208 ( NF = 856)and 200 ( NF = 835) (Figure 4. In 2009, the average

pack size was estimated to b8, using only those packsa € 23) where complete counts were
obtainedcompared to 8.3 for 2008, influencing population estimates (Appendix A). The social
carrying capacity for wolvewill likely be below the biological carrying capacity as wolves are
managed in concert with other wildlife values, livestock concerns, and management objectives.
Ultimately the citizens of Idaho, not habitat, will determine the number of wolves that will
persist in the stateDuring 200994 wolves were removed BYS or producers to resolve wolf
depredation conflicts with livestogk Idaha In 2008,108 wolvesvere removed by agencies or
producers In 2008,108 wolvesvere removed by agencies or proes
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Figure4. Estimated number of wolves in Idaho, 19889. Annual numbers were based on best information
available and were retroactively updated as new information became available.
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3. Dashed outlines depict packs and groups
from 14142009 - 12/31/2009 are displayed

Parks, Wildlife Services, the University of Montana Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit and the National Park Service. Pack locations are 95% fixed §. Estimated Pack Activity determined by biologists from research locations, public observations and incidental observations from 1/1/2008 - 12/31/2009

mean minimum convex polygons of GPS, telemetry, research observations and wolf mortalities for collared and uncollared animals from 1/1/2008 - These are displayed as 9.8 mile radius circles consistent with pack territories in Idaho.
12/31/2008 with outliers removed. See wikipedia.orgiwikiiHome_range for mare infarmation on using minimum convex polygans to analyze anirmal 6. 2008 Public Observations collected on the Idaho Fish and Game website and reviewed by staff biologists. Confirmed and possible sbservations

% 2. Known Locations collected and analyzed by Idaho Department of Fish and Game, the Nez Perce Tribe, Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and 4. Underlined pack labels indicate that the pack was a confirmed breeding pair in 2009
moverments. |f the pack did not have any observations in 2009 itis not depicted on this map

wetves2010Le bermed

Figure6. Distribution of documented and suspected wolf packs, other documented groups,

in Idaho, 2009.

and public wolf reports



Tablel. Number of wolves detected, documented packs, and other documented wolf gemlpeproductive statuspcumentednortality by causeknown
dispersal, and monitoring status; and weafised livestock depredations within Idaho Wolf Management Zones, 2009.

Wolf Management Zone

Palouse
Hells Dworshak McCall-  Middle South Upper South
Panhandle Canyon Elk City Lolo  Selway Weiser Fork  Sawtooth  Idaho Snake Mtns  Salmon  Total

g’g‘;ﬂ‘;g‘ number wolves 17 10 36 21 6 34 34 48 1 29 11 15 262
Documented packs

No. during yedt 14 1 11 8 6 12 8 16 0 5 9 8 98

No. removefl 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 4

No. at end of year 14 1 11 8 6 12 8 14 0 5 7 8 94
Other documented groups

No. during yedr 3 1 2 1 2 3 0 5 2 1 4 2 26

No. removedfl 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 0 5

No. at end of year 1 2 2 1 0 21
Reproductive status

Minimum no. pups produced  32(3 3 26 15 0 3290  13(1%) 511 0 8(2 13(7) 11 204(33)

No. of reproductive packs 10 1 8 4 0 9 5 15 0 4 5 4 65

No. of breeding paifs 10 1 0 5 4 12 0 1 3 49
Known dispersal 0 0 1 2 0 3 0 0 0 2 9
Monitoring status

No. of wolf capture's 12 0 11 0 33 0 2 6 77

No. of wolves missiny 2 0 5 0 0 6 0 3 0 17
Documented mortalities

Natural 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2

Control' 0 0 28 0 28 2 6 25 0 93

Harvest 13 5 18 5 6 14 14 33 1 5 10 10 134

Other humarcausel 0 0 0 1 0 3 19

Unknown 0 0 5 0 1 0 0 24
Total mortalities 17 5 25 10 6 44 17 77 3 14 44 10 272



Tablel (continued) Number of wolves detected, documented packs, and other documented wolf groups; pack reproductive status, documigntagd mortal

cause, known dispersal, and monitoring status; andeeai$ed livestock depredations within Idaho Wolf Manage¢denes,

2009.

Wolf Management Zone

Palouse
Hells Dworshak McCall-  Middle South Upper South
Panhandle Canyon Elk City Lolo  Selway Weiser Fork  Sawtooth  Idaho Snake Mtns  Salmon  Total

Confirmed (probable)
wolf-caused livestock losses

Cattle 0 0(2) 4(1) 0 0 21(7) 0 6(3) 1 4 37(11) 2 75(23)

Sheep 0 0 0 0 0 22 0 79(81) 0 97 126(37) 0 324(118)

Dogs 0 0 0 0 0 3(2) 0 2 0 5(1) 2 1 13(2)

Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0(1) 1(1)
; Minimum number of wolves detected within a pack at the end oféle Sum of this row does not equate to number of wolves estimated to be present in the population.

Does not include documented packs removed due to lack of verified evidence for the precedingl@chedes. documented border packs tallied fzhio.

E Other documented wolf groups include suspected packs and known and suspected mated pairs; verified groups of woleestbeit ithe efinition of a documented pack.
o Pack affiliation ofsomepup(s) that diedin thezonewas not known.

survive until December 31 of the year of their birthé".
Includes wolves captured for monitoring purposes during 2009. Most, but not all, were radiocollared.

Radiocollared wolves that became missing in 2009.

Includes agency lethal control and legal take by landowners.

- sa -

in this data; information on Montana pack wolves is |l ocated in

J One wolf that was a member of a Montana pack was harvested in the Lolo Zone and was applied toward the Idaho hafhedtifidiitidual was not included in the totals shown.

Includes all other humarelated deaths.
Domestic goat.
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Breeding pairs are the measure of Federal and State wolf recovery and management goals. A breeding pair is defindtdraalésanada female wolf that have produced at least 2 pups that

One wolf that was lethally contited in the Southern Mountains Zone and 1 wolf that died of other human causes in the Lolo Zone were members of pagkisl tadtieh and were not included

Annual
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Mortalit

Project biologistslocumente@75wolf mortalities in 2009 within the statelhreewolves that

died in Idaho were members of Montana packs and are reported in Montana Fish, Wildlife and
Par ks 0 a nableall In adéiton, a tadiocollared atho wolf was legally harvested in
Canada. Of th@72 wolf mortalitiesassociated withdaho packs and groups, at le248deaths
were humarcaused24 deaths were unknown (some of which may have been hamsased),

and?2 deaths weref naturalcauses Of 248 confirmed humaitaused mortalitied,35wolves

were harvestetégally by hunters93 wolves werekilled by WSor were legally taken by

livestock producers fatepredating ofivestock 12 werekilled illegally, and 8died from other
human causesWolves that werattacking or harassiriyestock or dogsould be legally killed
underldaho Code 838107, shocbn-sight permits issued prior to May 4 while wolves were
listed under the Endangered Species Act, or kill permits issued to livestock openalenrs

IDFG authority after May 4, 200%-ewerwolves 6 = 93) were lethallyremovedoy WSand
livestock producers Idaho in 2009 than iR008. Lethal removals, ranging frothto 11 wolves

in Idaho packs, occurred in 24 documented wolf pazksher dwcumented groups, and at least

7 unknown wdf groups. These figures are likely underestimates of the true amount of overall
mortality occurring within the wolf population, as documenting mortalities of uncollared wolves
is difficult. Only 2 wolf deaths de to natural causes were recorded, another indication that
mortality was underestimated, as more individuals likely succumbed tburoanrelated

factors. Lastlywe are unablé estimate deaths of pups that occurred prior to our surveys.

During 2009 142 radiocollared wolves were located at least once. Byeyghiwe were
continuing to monitor 70 (49%) radiocollared wolves. Faity(32%) radiocollared wolves
were known or suspected dead and 26 (18%) were either missing or their status was .unknown

Known and suspected mortalities among radiocollared wolves were primarily foaused rf =
28; 61%), followed by unknowm(E 16, 35%) and natural causes<(2; 4%) (Figurer). Of 28
humancaused mortalities, 9 wolves (32%) were legally harvestamlves (25%) were illegally
killed or possible wounding loss, 6 wolves (21%) were lethally controlled by WS; 5 wolves
(18%) died from other causes (vehicle strike or capture related death), and 1 wolf (4%) was
killed legally under the ESA 10j livestock peation clause (Figure 7).

_\

Legal, 1

Human-

Caused, 28 lllegal take or

Control, 6 wounding Loss, 7

Other, 5

pP =

Natural, 2

Figure7. Cause specific mortality of 46 radiocollared wolves that died from various causes during 2009. Numbers
are different than Table 1 because not all documented dead wolves had radiocollars.
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Using these proportions, we estimated the total number of wolves dying during 2009 from
various causewas504wolves representing a total overall population mortality ratd ©fa
Documented and estimated wolf mortality by cans@dedharvestn = 135wolves
[documented]10% ofestimatedopulation),agency control and legal take£ 93 wolves
[documented] 7% of estimatecpopulation),and all other causén = 276 wolves[estimated]
21% of estimated population).

Survival Estimation

To assess wbsurvival and its influence on our annual population estimate, monthly and annual
survival estimates were calculated for I dahoo
wolves actively monitored during 2009 using Program MARK (White and Burrie£9).

Additionally, monthly and annual survival estimates for wolves dying from human causes (lethal
control, illegal take, harvest) were calculated to examine the effects of fnaused mortality

factors on wolf survival and population trend/olf mortalities were categorized as human

caused, natural, and unknown. Overall wolf survival (using all causes of mortality) was
determined from 140 radiocollared wolves that were monitored at least once during 2009, and
for which date of mortality was known the nearest monthRadiocollared wolves that died, but
whose month of death could not be determined, were censored from the analysis. All
radiocollared wolves whose fate was known for each month were used to generate the monthly
survival estimatesThis data set was further censored by removing all wolves dying from non
human causes, to estimate annual survival for wolves subject to fuaused mortality.

Results of these analyses were based on the assumption that mortality risks of all radiocollared
wolves were independent and equal to those of uncollared wolves, such that radiocollared wolves
were exposed to uniform risk across the area for which inferences will be applied (i.e. statewide).
Results from these analyses were based on the assumptiorotelity risks of all marked

wolves were independent and equal to those of unmarked wolves, such that radiocollared wolves
were exposed to uniform risk statewide. This is not a thorough statistical review of individual
variables influencing wolf survail across the state, but rather a broad overview of survival

trends, irrespective of likely variability in mortality risk influenced by numerous factors (e.qg.,
livestock presence, wolf age class, habBanith et al. 2010

The overall annual survivalteiof wolves was 0.49 (SE = 0.0585 45 deaths; Figur®).

Monthly survival was relatively high (>0.95) during winter (dJafar, Dec) and micsummer

(Jul- Aug), and lower in spring (AprMay) and late summezarly fall (Sep- Nov). Wolf

survival fran humancaused factors was 0.63 (SE = 0.055;29 deaths; Figurg). Because

wolf mortality was primarily humawaused (see Figui®, monthly survival rates (human
caused only) mirrored overall wolf monthly survival rates, with the exception of Aprdn 4
wolves died of natural or unknown causes. The influence of human factors was further
substantiated because 91% (247 of 272) of all documented wolf mortalities were dausead.
Humancaused mortality was greatest from September through Noveamukcprresponded to
increased lethal control of wolves due to livestock depredations (Sep) and hunting of wolves
during concurrent wolf and deer/elk hunting seasons{@8oW). Despite the low annual

survival rate, the minimum estimated wolf populatienal| i ned only 2% (& = 0.
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(856) and 2009835. The small population decline relative to the huroansed mortality rate

(0.37) is consistent with results published by Adams et al. (2008), which suggested that wolf
populations can withstarftuman exploitation below 0.29. At levels above 0.29 wolf

populations would be expected to declifdsing our data and a model developed by Adams et

al. (2008) which projects the influence of hureused mortality on population change, we

would expectp opul ati on decline from 856 wolves in 2
While I dahob6s estimated wolf population did n
some exploited wolf populations with mortality rates approaching 0.40 have increased,
indicatingsomepopulations can sustain relatively high hurnagiuced mortality, particularly

when wolf harvest is focused on transient wolves not associated with a pack (Adams et al. 2008).

In light of variability typical to all wildlife population predc t i ons, Adamso6 regres
performed reasonably well in predicting I daho
promise in predicting population trends in conjunction with other methods of population

estimation.
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Figure8. Monthly survivorship probabilities for wolves in Idai2009 Graphs indicate the probability of a wolf
surviving against all mortality risks for a given montéd line)and againsbnly humancaused mortality risk@ray
line). Error bars reprgent 95% confidence intergdround the estimage

Wolf HarvestSummary

Idaho Department of Fish and Gasbtracted 40 wolvesrom the 20092010 wolf hunting
seasorharvest limitof 220 wolves by yeaend 2009135 were harvested legallyOf the
remainingfive, 2 wolveswere killed illegally,2 wolves wereshot anchotretrieved (illegal take
or wounding loss)and 1 wolf was aon-target trapping mortality. Harvest was distributed
across the state, with evergnehaving registered at leabtegalharvest. By yeaend, 5 of the
12 zoneswere closed aftdnarvest limitsvere met.

Most (58%)harvested wolves were male (TaB)e Eightyfive of 140 wolves were classified
by age (juvenile [<1 ga] and subadult/adult [>1ea]). Of these, 15 werjuveniles and0
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were subaduffaduls. Twenty-two wolveswereweighed( X = 84 Ibs. [38 kg]; range = 54118
Ibs.[25-54 kg]); mean weightor juveniles was 6s. (27 kg;n = 3), and the mean weight of
subadult/adults was 9bs. (41 kg; n = 16). One wolf was omitted because it had been partially

field dressed, but weighed 126 Ibs. (57 kg) with the stomach remd#estwolves checked

appeared healthy, although 2 wolves were confirmed to hiaseodectes cani@og louse) and

2 wolves displayed symptoms of mange, although the results for 1 wolf where skin samples were
takenindicated symptoms may have been due to squamous papilloma virus.

Table2. Age and sex composition of wolves harvested in 2009 (inslaliavolves tallied towardsarvest limij.
Age Juvenile Subadult/Adult Unknown Total
Sex M F M F M F M F
# 8 7 40 30 33 22 81 59
% 6 5 28 21 24 16 58 42

It is difficult to assespack membership of harvested wolves becaliskarvest location
desciptionsare often reportedt the creek or river drainage level, where the reported drainage
often intersected known or suspected territosfasultiple packs; 2) relatively few wolves
harvested wore radiocollars to identify pack membership; 3) wolvesssociated with a pack
(estmated10-15% of wolf population;Mechand Boitani2003 weredispersed across the state
and within established known wolf pack territoriestherewasno certainty that a wolf killed
within an est ab wasarhembder gfthat padksd4)thavest oftenamccyrred

in areas where multiple pack territories overlapped, or where pack territories were poorly
understood due to lack of radiocollared wolves in the pack, or where there was no previously
verified pack acevity. With these caveats in mind, pack affiliation for 79 wolves killed during
2009 was surmiseand representesd wolf packs. Averageumber of wolveharvesed within
apack was 1.6 wolves (range 41 Twoharvestedvolves attributed tddo n t aBigadioles

pack were killed in Idaho and counted towards the Idaho quota, but were also counted towards
Montan®s mortal ity totals.

Elevenradiocollaredvolveswereharvested in 2009. Howevéwo of those radiocollars had
malfunctioned or the battery th&xpired, andheywere nottransmitting. Additionally, 1 wolf

that had been previously captured andtagged, but not radiocollared, was harvested. One
radiocollared wolf from an Idaho pack whose territory extends in to southern British Calumbia
Camdawas kil led during the hunting season in th
harvest limij.

Livestock and Dog Mortalities

During 2009, WS conducted 204 depredation investigations related to wolf complaints,in 2009
about the same numbernouctedn 2008(202investigations; Figures 8 angl. 90f those 204
investigations, 144 (~71%) involvednfirmed wolf depredations, 43 (~21%) involved probable
wolf depredations, 16 (~8%) were possible/unknown wolf depredations, and 7 (~3%) of the
complants were due to causes other than wolves (US{PAIIS Wildlife Services 2009).

During the2009calendar year, WS report@8 cattle, 442 sheep, 15 dogs, argbat that were
classified as confirmed or probable wolf kills (Table Wolf depredatioron cdtle was highest
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in the McCaltWeiser and Southern Mountains zonesolMdepredatioron sheep was highest
the Sawtooth and Southern Mountains Zones (Figures 8 and 9).

Figure9. Number of confirmed and probable cattle deptieahsin Idahoattributed to wolves and number of
wolves lethally controlled by \Wf ManagemenZone,2009.
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